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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This office action is in response to applicant's communications filed on January 14, 2005. 
The amendments to claims 12 and 13 made by the Applicants in their communication dated 
October 15 and amendments to claims 14-19 made in the communications filed on January 14, 
2005 have been entered. Claims 12-19 are pending and have been examined. The rejections and 
response to arguments are stated below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 12, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderson et al (US Patent 6,05,380) in view of Lyke et al (US Patent 5,151,948). 

Claims 12, 14 and 15, Anderson teaches a method, a computing system and a program 
storage device respectively for operating an account payable computing system, the method 
comprising: preprocessing before introduction into an accoimts payable data base original 
electronic invoices received from a vendor to identify duplicate invoices (See Anderson Column 
4 lines 26-30, 34-42) including: identifying invoices having a same vendor invoice designation 
(See Anderson Column 4 lines 34-35, existing accoimt implies a vendor invoice designation), 
same purchase order number (See Anderson Column lines 26-28, purchase order nimiber is 
inherent in 810/ 81 1 invoices), and same item number (See Anderson Column lines 26-28, item 
number is inherent in 810/ 81 1 invoices); automatically communicating a duplicate invoice 
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rejection transaction to an intermediary for said original electronic invoice identified as a 
duplicate invoice without posting said original electronic invoice to said accounts payable data 
base (See Anderson Table 2); and introducing said original electronic invoices not identified as 
duplicate invoices into said accounts payable data base (See Anderson Column 4 lines 26-30). A 
computing system and a program storage device for performing the above method is inherent in 
the disclosure of Anderson. 

Anderson does not teach the steps of calculating a net simi amount of items on invoices 
identified as having said same vendor invoice designation, said same purchase order number, and 
said same item number; identifying as a duplicate invoice an original electronic invoice for 
which said net sum amount is greater than zero and commimicating a transaction from an 
intermediary to the vendor. 

Lyke teaches the steps of calculating a net sum amount of transaction documents and 
identifying an error when the total of a series of transaction documents do not match the total 
shown on an associated summary document. (See Lyke Column 2 lines 51-56 and 59-68) The 
documents are interpreted to include invoices identified by the Anderson disclosure and the 
matching of the totals is interpreted to include the step of determining if the net sum amount is 
greater than zero. The step of communicating a transaction from an intermediary to the vendor is 
old and well known. For instance when checks cannot be honored due to insufficient funds, they 
are sent back from the intermediary to the party that originated the transaction. This helps the 
transaction originating party to take corrective steps in a timely manner. In the instant case the 
transaction originating party is the vendor. 
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Both Lyke and Anderson are concerned with the problem of identifying errors in 
processing transaction documents. It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include the steps taught by Lyke to the disclosure of 
Anderson. The combination of the teaching taken as a whole suggests that the accounts payable 
department would have benefited from early detection of duplicate invoices. 
4. Claims 13 and 16-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderson et al (US Patent 6,05,380) in view of Lyke et al (US Patent 5,151,948) and further in 
view of Smith et al (US Patent 5,1 1 1,395) 

Claim 13, Anderson and Lyke combined teach a method of claim 12 as discussed above 
including the step of identifying invoice records having a same vendor invoice designation, same 
purchase order number, and same item number, calculating a net sum of selected portions of a 
record and rejecting back as a duplicate record of said original record if the net sum is greater 
than zero. 

Anderson and Lyke combined do not explicitly teach the steps of first sorting said 
original electronic invoice against an accounts payable production table for same vendor and 
same vendor invoice number; second sorting hits from said first sorting for same purchase order 
billed; and third sorting hits from said second sorting for same items billed on purchase order. 

Smith teaches the step of sequentially sorting the records by various fields within a record 
in order to identify dupUcate records (See Smith Column 1 lines 39-45, 49-51, Column 7 lines 6- 
8, Column 13 lines 19-21 and claim 1). 

It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Anderson to include the steps of first sorting said original 
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electronic invoice against an accounts payable production table for same vendor and same 
vendor invoice number; second sorting hits from said first sorting for same purchase order billed; 
and third sorting hits from said second sorting for same items billed on purchase order because it 
improves the efficiency of the system by early detection of duplicate invoices and avoid storing 
duplicate records in its database. It also provides a system that is user fiiendly. 

Claims 16, 18 and 19, Anderson teaches a method, a computing system and a program 
storage device respectively for operating an accounts payable computing system, the method 
comprising: receiving an original electronic invoice from a vendor (See Anderson Colunrn 2 
lines 13-17); rejecting original electronic invoices received from vendors not initialized as 
trading partners (See Anderson Column 4 lines 34-42, Table 1, missing account impHes that a 
vendor has not been initialized), and translating original electronic invoices received from 
vendors initialized as trading partners (See Anderson Column 3 lines 48-50); assuring that during 
said translating the count of translated invoices rejected and accepted equals the number of 
original electronic invoices translated, and feeding accepted invoices for preprocessing (See 
Anderson Column 3 lines 48-55 and Colimm 4 lines 26-29); preprocessing invoices accepted for 
preprocessing as received from a trading partner vendor, said preprocessing selectively 
validating a transaction, calculating line item accounts, deducting sales tax, and identifying 
original electronic invoices which are duplicate invoices before introduction into an accoimts 
payable data base (See Anderson Coliunn 4 lines 26-29, checks are interpreted to include these 
features), said identifying duplicate invoices including: auditing only debit invoices one at a time 
for duplicate invoices and committing to said accounts payable data base only those debit 
invoices which are not duplicate invoices (See Anderson Column 2 lines 47-48, debit invoices 
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are implied in the disclosure); identifying invoices having a same vendor invoice designation, 
same purchase order number, and same item number (See discussion of Claim 12 above); said 
identifying including execution of check verbs, each said check verb being satisfied to identify 
said invoice as a duplicate invoice; said check verbs including determining that this vendor is a 
vendor for which duplicate invoice checking is to be performed (See Anderson Column 4 lines 
26-29, 34-38 and Table 1, the checks are interpreted to include these features), determining that 
there is a purchase order history of previous purchase orders for said invoice (See Anderson 
Column 12 lines 20-24, invoice analysis is interpreted to include analysis of purchase order 
history), and determining for each item on said invoice a sum of its purchase order history, with 
said sum being greater than zero for at least one said item (See Anderson Column 4 lines 26-29, 
34-38, the checks are interpreted to include these features); automatically communicating a 
duplicate invoice rejection transaction to an intermediary for an original electronic invoice 
identified as a duplicate invoice without posting said original electronic invoice to said accounts 
payable data base; posting said invoice to a workflow database and assuring that the number and 
amount of invoices posted to said workflow database equal the number and amount of translated 
invoices accepted for preprocessing (old and well known in the art);logging to an error queue 
invoices failing audit for subsequent manual processing (See Anderson Table 12); logging to an 
exceptions and warnings log table as exceptions invoices which are determined during 
preprocessing to be duplicate invoices and as wamings invoices which during preprocessing 
were recalculated or had sales tax deducted (See Table 12); introducing said original electronic 
invoices not identified as duplicate invoices into said accounts payable data base (See discussion 
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of Claim 12 above). A computing system and a program storage device for performing the above 
method is inherent in the disclosure of Anderson. 

Anderson does not teach the steps of sorting all inbomid records in a debits/credits 
sequence, calculating a net sum of items for a record, and identifying as a duplicate record an 
original record for which said net sum is greater than zero and communicating a transaction from 
an intermediary to the vendor. 

Lyke teaches the steps of calculating a net sum of items for a record, and identifying as a 
duplicate record an original record for which said net sum is greater than zero (See discussion of 
Claim 12 above). The step of conmiunicating a transaction from an intermediary to the vendor is 
old and well known (See discussion of Claim 12 above). . 

Both Lyke and Anderson are concerned with the problem of identifying errors in 
processing transaction documents. It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to include the steps taught by Lyke to the disclosure of 
Anderson. The combination of the teaching taken as a whole suggests that the accounts payable 
department would have benefited from early detection of duplicate invoices. 

Anderson and Lyke combined do not explicitly teach the step of sorting all inboimd 
records in a debits/credits sequence. 

Smith teaches the step of sequentially sorting the records by various fields (See Smith 
Column 1 lines 39-45, 49-51, Colimm 13 lines 19-21 and claim 1). This sorting would have 
helped the system sort the records into debits/credits sequence and process them differently 
(Also see discussion of Claim 13 above). 
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It would have been obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Anderson to include the step of sorting all inbound records 
in a debits/credits sequence because it improves the efficiency of the system by early detection of 
duplicate invoices and avoid storing duplicate records in its database. It also provides a system 
that is user friendly. 

Claim 17, see discussion of claim 13 above. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 12-19 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

6. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dr. Narayanswamy Subramanian whose telephone number is 
(703) 305-4878. The examiner can normally be reached Monday-Thursday from 8:30 AM to 
7:00 PM. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vincent Millin can be reached at (703) 308-1065. The fax phone number for the 
Patent Office where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
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system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

N. Subramanian 
March 31, 2005 




Hani Kazimi 
Primary Examiner 
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